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Below Is a communication from the EXAMINER In charge of thia application 
COMMISSIONER OF PATENTS AND TRADEMARKS 



ADVISORY ACTION 



FOR RESPONSE: 



is extended to run 



. or continues to r 



. from the date of the final rejection 



□ expires three months from the date of the final rejection or as of the mailing date of this Advisory Action, whichever is later. In no 
event however, will the statutory period for the response expire later than six months from the date of the final rejection. 

Any extension of time must be obtained by filing a petition under 37 CFR 1.136(a), the proposed response and the appropriate fee. 
The date on which the response, the petition , and the fee have been filed is the date of the response and also the date for the 
purposes of determining ths period of extension and the con-esponding amount of the fee. Any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 
calculated from the date of the originally set shortened statutory period for response or as set forth In b) above. 

ief is due in accordance with 37 CFR 1.192fa). 




((pplicant's response to the final rejection, filed / 0/ ^/ O / has been considered with the following effect, but it Is not deemed 

to place the application in condition for allowance; ' / 

gj^^he^posed amendments to the daim and /or specification will not be entered and the final rejection stands because: 



IJPnsre is no convincing showing under 37 CFR 1 .1 16(b) why the proposed amendment is necessary and was not eariier 
presented. 

b. Hrfi^raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search. (See Note). 

c. Qjh€y raise the issue of new matter. (See Note). 

d. GL^rt^are not deemed to place the application In better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying the issues for 

appeal. 

e. □ They present additional claims without cancelling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 

NOTE: Ar-T-Ac^MfLHT- 



2. □ Newly proposed or amended claims would be allowed if submitted In a separately filed amendment cancelling 

the non-allowable claims. 

3. 09^^^^P°" ^® ^''"9 ^ appeal, the proposed amendment D will be entered CS-rflltnot^ entered and the status of the claims will 

be as follows: 



Claims allowed: 

Claims objected to: - 

Claims rejected: /"^^ ^ O 

However; 

□ Applicant's response has overcome the following rejection (s): , 



4- B^^hTaffidavit, exhibit or request for recons idera tion has been considered but does not overcome the rejection because " 

S^d^ ATTAOH^^T" 

5. □ The affidavit or exhibit will not bo considered because applicant has not shown good and sufficent reasons why it was not earlier 
presented. 

□ The proposed drawing correction Q has □ has not been approved by the examiner. 

B<5Jher r"i>5 t>^^^L /^oTTT^i- Cl'^'^-^'-^^^-^ 
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The amendment of 10/9/01 would raise new issues and considerations requiring a further 
search; also, issues of new matter would be raised, since the nature of the invention would be 
changed in at least the following ways: 

1) What is being tested has been changed from"an antigen comprising a T-cell 
epitope" (original claim 9) to merely a "T cell epitope", which need not be antigenic. 

2) The composition(s) being tested now have "a defined T-cell epitope". Nothing in 
the previous considerations required that this be "defined". At the start of the method. 

3) The claims now require comparison "to a predetermined level" of T cell response. 
Nothing in the previous considerations required that the response be related to a "predetermined 



The arguments pertaining to use of human APCs and T-cells and to the use of defined T- 
cell epitopes in a vaccine composition would not overcome the prior art. The combination of 
prior art references cited provided adequate motivation to use T-cell epitopes identified by 
screening in vaccine compositions for human use and provided adequate motivation to test such 
with human cells. See, for example, Paper 9 at page 4. 



The IDS of 10/9/01 will not be considered, since there is no statement under 37 CFR 
1.97(e). 



level". 



Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to D. Saunders at 



telephone number (703) 308-3976. 
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